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Honorable Valter ¥. “ondale
United States Senate

Dear Senator ‘ondale:

This 1s in reply to your request of December 10, 1975, for our comments
on a December 1, 1975 letter you veceived from *r. Stove J. Gadler,
Saint Paul, ‘innesota. Mr. Cadler expressed concern over the release
of some radiocactive material from the Prairie Island uclear Generating
Plant and some other matters relating to this agency.

In order to provide some information on the recent event referenced by
Mr. Gadler, we are enclosing a copy of the Yorthern States Power
Company's ‘lovember 14, 1975 report on this event and a raply sent by
NRC to !Mr. Peter L. Gove, Executive Director of the Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency, in response to his letter of becemhor 1. 1975, wl.ich
Mr. Cadler enclosed with his le:zter to you. Ye believe that these
letters adequately describe the details of this event and the letter

to Mr. Cove indicates that WRC believes that any pessible dose
associated with this release to an individual offsite is extrenely

low.

The unusual event report, which should have been submittazd to the
Commission by September S, 1975, was not submitted until *ovember 14,
The licensee has indicated that the late reporting resulted from
oversight. 3eccause of the minor nature of the reported event and
Northern States Power Corpany's favorable reporting history, we have
no reason to believe at this time that the report was intenticnally
withheld, All aspects of the matter, iacluding the late reporting,
will be reviewed during a future inspection. Frnforcement action will
be taken wherever warranted.

The amount of radioactive releases from Prairie Island is axtrenely
low and it is not increasing at an alarming rate as ‘r. Gadler alleges
in his letter. Incressing, low-level releases during a plant's
initial years of operation are normal. Ilalogen and pa-ticulate
radionuclides with half-lives greater than eight days have leen
released at the following rates:
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Period Curies Teleased Annually
1974 : 0.00045

1975 0.018

These release rates correspond to two percent and nirety-tvo percent,
respectively, of the extremely conservative annual design objective.

In order to put these values in perspective we have compared the
possible individuval amnual thyroid doses resulting from the reported
raleases for 1574 and 1975 with the thyroid dose allowable under mC
resulatory linits. This comparison shows that for 1974, these relecases
were 0.0077 of the Commission regulatory limits and 0.3% for .975.

We believe from our review of iir, Cadler's letter that he does not
clearly understand the relationship between HiC regulatory limits and
"as low as reasonably achievable' design objectives. "e would like
to clarify this matter by providing a sunmary discussion of the bLasis
for the NRC regulations and standards for radiation protection. This
is enclcsure 1 to this letter.

We believe the discussion in enclosure 1 will also provide the basis
for cur conclusion that the roported radicactive endssiovus from the
rFrairie lsiana plant, are being maintained at very low levels and wall
within reziulatory limits. llo deleterious effects to the health and
safety of che public have been observed and none are expected as a
result of routine emissions from nuclear plants in !innesota or any
otier state,

We would like to corment on i'r. Cadler's inference that the former
ALC should have taken enforcement action when NSP exceeded a
commitnment it made to the Minnesota Pollution Control Authority,
The basis we utilize for evaluating the operation of a particular
facility is the AI'C (now RC) regulations and comnitments made to
the regulatory authority in support of the license application.

The NRC (and the former AUC) enforces {ts own regulations and does
not take official notice of commitments which an !2C licensee mizht
have made to the Minnesota Pollution Control Authority,

Mr. Gadler alleges that the 'C stresses the promotion of nuclear
reactors as did the former AEC. The NRC does not have the responsi-
bility for promoting the nuclear industry. The Energy leorganization
Act of 1974, which created the !i2C and LDDA, gave the responsibilities
for encouraging and weveioping all forms of energy to LPDA, The
responsibilities of :C were lirited to resulating and licensing
activitics formerly covered under the Atonmic Lneray Act of 1954,

as amended, review of safety and saforuards of such activities and

T¢cormending ‘:Tcatch necesedry for the di=charze of thpse functions
orrice » " .. - .

TS T | MR __

DATE P

Form ALC-318 (Rev. 9-53) AECHM 0240 W U. 5 GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFIGE: 1974.826-108



lonorable “alter ¥, “ondale -3=-

Cartain questions werz also raised in Mr. Cadler's letter relating to
the use of plutonium at 6dg loek Point in “ichizan and plans for use

of plutoniun at -4dland, ‘dchigan. The questions agked and our reply
to each follows in enclosure 2.

e hope that this information wvill be helpful in your response to
¥r. Cadler.

Sincerely,

W.lliam J. Dircks
Aasistant Executive Director
for Operations

Enclosures:

l.  NRC Regulatory Limits and
"Ae Low As Neasons ly Achiavable”
Lesivu ubjectives

2. Plutonium Use at B3lg Rock Point
and lidland

3. Letr fm S. J. Gadler to Senator
tlondale, dtd 12/1/75

4. Ler fm L. 0, layer to 2. S. Boyd
aotd 11/14/75

5. Ltr fm D. L. Ziemann to P. L. Gove
itd 12/24/75

Distribution:
w/iae - w/encl w/o inc - w/encl
L. N. Underwood, IE PDR (50-282, 308, 155, 329, 330)
Central Files (5) LPDR (50-282, 306, 155, 329, 330)
IE Files (5) SECY (3) (76-0907)
0CA (3)
#/o ine - w/encl G. Ertter (9561)
B. C. Rusche, NRR IE Reading
K. R. Chapman, NMSS EDO Reading
H. K. Shapar, ELD MID Reading
D & Ss SEB Reading
0GC B. H. Weiss, SEB:IE
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Thesé relecase ratea correspond to two percent and ninety-four percent,
respectively, of the extreualy conservative annual desi”n obiective.
Durinn the three-ronth period ending ia nmid-Decermber, the release rate
averaced sixty percent of the desizn objective. Ve do not expect the
annual design objective, which asz [r. Gadler's letter points out is
not an operating limit, to be exceeded during 1973.

We conclude from our review of Mr. Gadler's letter that he is somewhat
confused about NRC resulatory limits and "as low as reasonably achievable"
design objectives. Ve would like to clarify this matter by providing a
summary discussion of the basis for the 'IC regulacions and =tandards for
radiation protecticn. Th{? is enclosure 1 to this letter.

We believe the discussion in enclosure 1 will also provide the basis for
our conclusion that the reported radioactive emissions from the Prairie
Island plant, are bein3 maintained at very low levels and well within
regulatory limits. No deleterious effects to the health and safety of
the public have been observed or are erpected as a result of routine
emlssions from nuclear plants in !‘dnnesota or any other state.

Certain questions were also raised imx Mr. CGodler's letter relating to
the use of plutonium at Big Rock Point in dchizon and plans for use of
plutonivm at Midland, dchigan. Tae questions ashed and our reply to
each follows in enclosure 2.

We hope that this information will be helpful in your response to

Mr. Gadler.
Sincerely,
Enclosures:
1. NRC Regulatory Limits and 4. Ltr fm L. 0. Mayer to R. S. Boyd
"As Low As Reasonably Achievable" dtd 11/14/75
Design Objectives 5. Ltr fm D. L. Ziemann to P. L. Gove
2. Plutonium Use at Big Rock Point and Midland ded 12/24/75
3. Ltr fm S. J. Gadler to Senator Mondale, dtd 12/1/75
Distribution
w/inc & w/encl w/o inc & w/encl
L. N. Underwood, IE PDR (50-282,306,155,329,330)
{ Central Files (3) LPDR (50-282,306,155,329,330) EDO o
IE Files (5) Secy (3) (76-0907)
w/o inc & w/encl 0CA (3)
B. C. Rusche, NRR G. Ertter (9561) LVGossick X
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Enclosure 1

NRC Regulatory Limits and
"As Low As Reascnably Achievable" Design Objectives

The official guidance to NRC and other Federal agencies for control of
exposures to radiation has been provided through recommendations of the
Federal Radiation Council (FRC) and approved by amendment to the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 (420S8.C.2021(h)). The functicns of the FRC were
transferred to the Environmental Protection Agency under Reorganization
Plan No. 3 of 1970.

The radiation protection guides of the FRC are generally consistent

with the recommendations of the National Council on Radiation Protection
and Measurements (NCRP) and the International Commission on Radiological
Protection (ICRP). These guides and recommendations form the basis for
the Commission's regulation, 10 CFR Part 20, "Standards for Protection
Against Radiation". The radiation protection guides established by the
FRC for individual members of the public are 500 millirems per year to
the total body and bone marrow and 1500 millirems per year to the thyroid
and bone.

The FRC radiation protection guides and the recommendations cf the NCRP-
ICRP give appropriate consideration to the overall requirements of health
protection and the beneficial use of radiation and atomic energy. Any
biological effects that may occur at the low levels of the FRC guides
occur so infrequently that they have not been detected with existing
techniques. The FRC, however, has added to its recommendations of the
provision that every effort should be made to maintain radiation doses
as far below the numerical radiation protection guides as practicable.
The NRC subscribes to the general principle that, within established
radiation protection guides, radiation exposure should be kept as low
as reasonably achievable.

The Commission amended its regulations on June 4, 1975, to give
appropriate regulatory effect to the qualitative guidance of the FRC

for as low as reasonably achievable radiation doses. The amendment adds
an Appendix I to Part 50 of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations.
The Appendix contains numerical guides for design objectives and limiting
conditions for operatioa to meet the criterion "as low as reasonably
achievable" for radioactive material in light-water-cooled nuclear power
reactors.

The exposures to the public living in the immediate vicinity of operating
power reactors have been tmall percentages of Federal radiation protection
guides. It is expected that conformance with the Appendix I guides on
design objectives and limiting conditions of operation will provide
reasonable assurance that annual total-body doses to individuals living
near the boundary of a site will be generally less than five percent of
average doses from natural background radiation (which is usually about



100 millirems per year) and one percent of Federal Radiation protection
guides for individual members of the public.

It should be emphasized that the numerical guides are design objectives.
licensces will be and are permitted flexibility in operation which may
temporarily result in releases higher than such numerical guides for
design objectives to assure that the public is provided a dependable
source of power even under unusual operating conditions. However, these
higher releases will be compatible with considerations of health and
safety and still within levels that assure that doses to the public are
equivalent to small fractions of doses from natural background radiation.

The NRC includes in each license to operate a nuclear power plant a set

of "technical specifications" which must be met by the plant. The general
contents of technical specifications and their enforcement are described
in the NRC regulations, 10 CFR Part 50. The specifications prescribe
limits on the release of radioactive effluents. Originally the limits
were based on the radiation protection standards of the Commission's
regulations, 10 CFR Part 20, which we mentioned earlier.

During the three years the NRC was considering Appendix I, all new
licensees of nuclear power plants adopted radiocactivity release limits
more restrictive than 10 CFK Part 20, which were based on proposed "as
low as practicable" design objectives. In the case of Prairie Island,
their technical specifications for halogens in gaseous effluents were
based on an early proposal which considered the design objective for an
individual's thyroid to be 1/6 of the value in the final rule.



Enclosure 2

Plutonium Use at Big Rock Point and Midland

Is this a decision the company is allowed to nake?

Reply: No. Consumers Power Comreny did not and cannot use plutonium
without review and appcoval of the NRC. In fact, each licensee
or applicant for a license change relating to the reactor core
is required to submit details of the reactor core design or
design modifications to NRC for review. The review process
and approval or disap|roval actions are governed .y the Code
of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Chapter I, Parts 2 and S50.

How can they do this without a public hearing?

Reply: They cannot. The Midland case is still in the licensing review
stage. An opportunity for public participation is afforded
by the independent Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB).
Both the radiological health and safety matters and the
environmental matters will be discussed at a location near
the proposed site. The use of increased amounts of plutonium
at Big Rock Point are subject to completion of a public
hearing as discussed in Reply No. 4 below.

How can the NRC allow it?

Reply: Our replies No. 1, 2 and 4 should also answer this query.
Isn't it a violation of NEPA?

Reply: No. In 1969, Congress passed the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). Our regulations implementing NEPA require
preparation of draft detaile. environmental statements of the
impact of our licensing actions; their review by appropriate
Federal, state and local agencies; and preparation and
submittal to the President’s Council on Environmental Quality
of Final Environmental Statements. The review process by the
Commission's staff includes an evaluation of the potential
environmental impact of proposed plants and includes a
comparison of the benefits derived against the possible risks
to the environment.

The Big Rock Point case involves a request to increase the

amovnt of mixed oxide (plutonium) tuel from amounts of less

than 50 kilograms to 150 kilograms. Consumers Power Company

has operated safely with test assemblies of plutonium in Big

Rock Point since 1969 with AEC approval. In 1972, Consumers
requested approval for the increase in the amount of plutonium.
The increase was approved by the AEC, but has not been implemented



in the reactor because of an ASLB hearing on the subject.
The hearing was temporarily suspended by order of the NRC
Commissioners for certain generic_/ considerations relating
to wide scale use of plutonium. In August, 1975 the
Commissioners ordered that NEPA's requirements for Big Rock
Point can be met through a discrete environmental review.
Therefore, increased use of plutonium at Big Rock Point will
only bde allowed when a positive decision results from the
present hearing process. A necessary premise for any
positive decision would be full compliance with all NEPA
requirements, as noted above.

1/WASH-1327 August 1974 Draft Generic Environmental Statement
Mixed Oxide Fuel (GESMO).
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